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ABSTRACT
This exploratory study questions whether Master of Public
Administration programs prepare future public administrators
to how gender plays out in negotiations that occur in organiza-
tions. Negotiated Order and Second-Generation Bias perspec-
tives provide the theoretical basis to understand that
negotiations in organizations may privilege masculine practices.
In light of this gender leaning, the classroom is a necessary
incubator for understanding gender differences in negotiation.
Curricula and survey response data retrieved from NASPAA
accredited MPA programs suggest that gender in negotiation
is not being addressed in the MPA classroom. Public managers
must negotiate for scarce organizational resources including
salary, promotion, and other workplace capital. Recognizing
that gender in negotiation remains hidden under the shadow
of second-generation bias is the first step to the success of
future public administrators. We must begin to educate our
future public managers with a distinctive negotiation skillset






Public managers negotiate many issues, in many contexts, on many days, if not
every day. Several studies (e.g. Taylor, Mesmer-Magnus, & Burns, 2008) docu-
ment the importance of effective negotiation with one’s co-workers, superiors,
and subordinates to achieve success in today’s global workplace as both a central
activity in the public sector (Bouwman, 2013) and a core skill for professionals,
union management teams, government officials and community leaders (Cohn,
Kovach, & de Backer, 2009). Effective negotiation enables managers to build,
maintain, and improve important relationships, reach agreements, find solu-
tions to tough problems, and achieve goals (HR.BLR.com, 2011).
Negotiation also relates to several important human resource workplace
issues, including pay parity across gender. However, gender differences in
managerial work do not indicate that men and women differ greatly in the
competencies they possess. Yet, Blackaby, Booth, and Frank (2005) report that
men receive more outside offers than women of comparable characteristics and
CONTACT Maria D’Agostino mdagostino@jjay.cuny.edu
JOURNAL OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS EDUCATION
https://doi.org/10.1080/15236803.2019.1579594
© 2019 Network of Schools of Public Policy, Affairs, and Administration
gain higher pay increases over time. Gender role stereotyping is pervasive and
women are less likely than men to be perceived by both male and female
managers as displaying the characteristics of an effective manager (Streber,
Thompson, & Heron, 1997). Although the ability to navigate routine negotia-
tions contributes to the effectiveness of job delivery, the personal stakes are
much higher when it comes to negotiations that affect career progress, including
salaries, promotions, working arrangements and learning and development
opportunities (www.wgea.gov.au). Further, Small, Gelfand, Babcock, and
Gettman (2007) suggest that not all situations are “transparently” negotiable.
In other words, it may be typical to negotiate salary upon first being hired but
becomes less clear what (and if) can be negotiated throughout one’s career; these
are the situations that need to be recognized as negotiable. Moreover, emerging
forms of organizations including flattened hierarchies, lower formalization,
increased participation and employee turnover (Small et al., 2007) have added
to the changing landscape of the 21st century workplace providing unprece-
dented opportunities for the need to negotiate beyond compensation and dis-
pute resolution (Rousseau, 2005). Also contributing to negotiation challenges is
an increase in workplace diversity and reliance on virtual technologies to com-
municate (Goldman & Shapiro, 2012).
Given the dynamic nature of public organizations in a global 21st century
(Warner, 2010), the underrepresentation of women in leadership positions in
both politics and business (Pande & Ford, 2011) and the pervasive wage
disparity in the U.S. Labor market (Kalantari, 2012), this study examines
whether Master of Public Administration (MPA) programs prepare future
public administrators by providing the skills for dealing with gender in negotia-
tion. Negotiated Order and Second-Generation Bias perspectives provide the
theoretical basis to understand that negotiations in organizations may privilege
masculine practices. We argue that in light of this gender leaning, the classroom
becomes a necessary incubator for understanding gender differences in negotia-
tion. In 2012 Beaty and Davis argued, “[a] guiding principle of the National
Association of Schools of Public Affairs and Administration (NASPAA), the
accrediting body for professional public affairs programs, is that graduate
programs should demonstrate both insight and foresight to respond to changing
needs” (p. 618). Accordingly, the MPA degree serves as the gateway to attain the
skills and knowledge for pre and in-service public managers and is the widely
accepted professional credential for a management career in public service. In
addition, according to the Council of Graduate Schools’ (2014) CGS/GRE
Survey of Graduate Enrollment and Degrees, of the total number of first-time
graduate enrollment in public administration in Fall 2014, women accounted for
77.5% of new enrollees vs. 22.5% of men. Schachter (2017) suggested that one
approach to learn about issues of gender and public management is to explore
whether MPA programs have developed courses on gender and which issues
such courses cover. Therefore, considering also that the majority of MPA
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students are women (Perry, 2013), the MPA program serves as a suitable
population to answer this study’s research question: Do MPA programs prepare
future public administrators for the 21st century workplace by providing the
skills for dealing with gender in negotiation?
Analyzing survey responses retrieved from NASPAA accredited MPA pro-
grams this study adds to the literature by providing information regarding the
importance of negotiation skills as a topic of research and an essential skillset
that may be lacking in MPA programs across the country and abroad. Building
on Beaty and Davis’s (2012) claim for enhancing gender visibility within the
MPA leadership curriculum, we argue negotiation skills are important for MPA
students, particularly women, as they enter the job market or look for career
advancement. We also argue that the importance of mastering negotiation skills
extends to the day-to-day management of employees and the overall success of
the organization. From a gendered perspective, traditional societal, institutional,
and stereotypical gender roles may put women at a disadvantage when it comes
to negotiating (Bowles & McGinn, 2009). Even small gender effects, Paddock
and Kray (2011) caution, when aggregated over time, can have dramatic and
detrimental effects. Understanding the effects of gender on negotiation, Bowles
(2013) advises, provides important insights into how micro-level interactions
contribute to larger social phenomena, such as gender gaps in pay and authority.
Greig (2008) suggests that employees who have a propensity to negotiate are
promoted on average 17 months more quickly than those who do not. We argue
that negotiation skills is not only an important curriculum offering for MPA
female students – rather, all students of public administration will be at
a competitive dis-advantage if not equipped with the negotiation skills necessary
to navigate the 21st century workplace and beyond.
A background to negotiation in public organizations and a review of the
gender in negotiation literature follow. We then offer an historical viewpoint of
stereotypes in negotiation, and discuss Negotiated Order Theory and Second
General Bias perspectives. Next, the study’s methodology is explained. We
conclude with the significance of the findings in terms of public administration
education, and recommendations for a continued effort in gender in negotiation
discourse.
Negotiation in public organizations
When looking at gender in negotiation, the general consensus of the literature is
that womenmanagers in particular encounter a different set of negotiations than
their male colleagues for several reasons (Eagly & Carli, 2007). For one, invisible
barriers to women’s advancement arise from cultural beliefs about
genders. Second, workplace structures, practices, and patterns of interaction
exist that inadvertently favor men (Calás & Smircich, 1991; Eagly & Carli, 2007;
Ely & Meyerson, 2000; Kolb & McGinn, 2009; Sturm, 2001). In terms of
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workplace structure, Bowles (2013) for example has coined the term “offer
behavior” as a strategic use of gender stereotypes reflected in initial proposals
and the exchange of counter-proposals where negotiators adjust their offers
depending on whether they are negotiating with a man or a woman (p. 6).
Negotiation research has also documented a greater negotiation advantage for
men than for women. For example, gender differences that are due to percep-
tions, in turn, may contribute to the persistence of salary and workplace inequity
between women and men (Exley, Niederle & Lise Vesterlund, 2016; Guthrie,
Magyar, Eggert, & Kain, 2009).
The definitions and literature on negotiation cross disciplines as varied as
economics (Calcott, 2008), law (Bellucci & Zeleznikow, 2005), international
relations (Schiff, 2014), psychology (Lens, 2004; Bendersky & Curhan, 2009),
conflict management (Ma, 2007) and in the public (Association of Accredited
Public Policy Advocates to the European Union, 2014; Caverley, Cunningham,
& Mitchell, 2006; Twemlow & Sacco, 2003) and private (Roth, 2009) sectors. In
2008, Alfredson and Congu provided one of the most comprehensive reviews of
negotiation literature, including theory and strategies. In terms of definition,
Community Catalyst (2004) defines negotiation as “a way to resolve disputes
and conflicts that arise when people and groups interact with one another”… “a
productive way to get at least some of what we want from others through
compromise and agreement.” (p. 5). Within the public sector, negotiation is
one approach to conflict resolution – and an integral part of the democratic
decision-making process that provides a mechanism for coordinating interests,
resolving conflicts, and averting deadlock, thereby promoting more inclusive
policy formulation and more effective policy implementation (Association of
Accredited Public Policy Advocates to the European Union, 2014). Writing for
the National League of Cities, Bell (2014) noted:
The best public sector negotiators know the fundamentals of negotiations. They
have not only good “table skills,” but a long term strategy for achieving their end
goal. They learn how to say “no” and maintain the relationship. They learn not to
close a deal too early – or too late. They know how to balance transparency, public
disclosure and citizen involvement with the efficiency of the “back room deal.”
They refrain from “argument dilution,” and present their most salient interests
clearly.
The Negotiation Experts (n.d.), who provide training and consulting in sales and
procurement negotiations, define negotiation as “an interactive process between
two or more parties seeking to find common ground on an issue or issues of
mutual interest or dispute where the involved parties seek to make or find
a mutually acceptable agreement that will be honored by all the parties con-
cerned.” As a strategy, negotiation can range from principled or interest-based
(e.g. the current trend which is more cooperative or win-win in nature) as Fisher
and Ury (2011) advocate, to a positional or more traditional adversarial style.
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For the purpose of this study, negotiation is viewed as both a topic of research
and a learned skill set (Movius, 2008) that moves beyond compensation negotia-
tion (Babcock and Laschever (2007) and negotiation in collective bargaining
(Fells, 2000; Rose, 2004), to also include agenda setting, policy formation and
policy implementation negotiation (Fuller & Fritzen, 2007), negotiation in the
workplace (HR.BLR.com, 2011), procurement (Matthews, 2011) and negotiating
with constituents, neighboring municipalities, the press, colleagues, executive
offices, the union and staff (Bell, 2014).
Gender in negotiation
Gender differences, several scholars claim (e.g. Mazei et al., 2015), continue to be
among the most enduring issues in negotiation research. Not surprising, how-
ever, the motivation for much of the recent research on gender and negotiation
has been an attempt to understand the wage and achievement gap (Kolb, 2013).
The general conclusion of the literature is that there is a pattern that men gain
greater negotiation outcomes than women (Miles & Clenney, 2010). Eckel, de
Oliveira, and Grossman (2008) suggest that although women may be different
from men in ways that affect their behavior and performance in a negotiation,
stereotyping is much more likely to explain greater negotiation outcomes rather
than any real underlying differences in behavior which may undermine an
otherwise successful negotiation. Similarly, Paddock and Kray (2011) conclude
that stereotypes contribute to the view that women are less competent negotia-
tors than men. As a result, aware of these stereotypes and the associated
disadvantages, women negotiators may experience stereotype threat, which,
according to Kray, Thompson, and Galinsky (2001) often results in women’s
lower negotiation performance, in part because stereotype threat can reduce
individuals’ goals.
In addition to evidence of the disproportionate number of professional and
managerial positions held by men in private (Niederle & Vesterlund, 2008) and
government (D’Agostino & Levine, 2010) organizations, several scholars (e.g.
Babcock, Gelfand, Small, & Stayn, 2006; Bowles, 2013; Bowles & McGinn, 2009;
Small et al., 2007) document the implications of gender inequities in negotiation.
For example, Babcock and Laschever (2007) report that men are four times more
likely to ask for higher pay than are womenwith the same qualifications. Similarly,
Barron (2003) illustrates that: 1) men make significantly higher salary requests, 2)
women and men have different beliefs about requesting a higher salary, and 3)
these beliefs were connected to the differing salary request. Furthermore, when
looking at negotiations from a gendered perspective, one dimension of the
inequities revealed is that fewer women than men are likely to negotiate (e.g. the
“ask gap”). Notwithstanding the long list of explanations, including job choice,
career interruption, experience levels, who’s in a union, hours worked, discrimi-
nation, available child care (Barron, 2003) and occupation and industry sorting of
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men and women into jobs that pay differently throughout the economy
(Chamberlain, 2016) the ask gap is also a significant predictor of differences in
starting salaries and a contributing factor in the overall salary differential between
men and women (Paddock & Kray, 2011). Relatively minor gender differences in
initiating a negotiation at the beginning of an individual’s career, Babcock and
Lashever (2003) assert, can result in substantial lost income over a lifetime, as
a lower starting salary results in a smaller base on which interest can grow and
subsequent raises and bonuses are based. Indeed, not only are women’s earnings
lower thanmen’s at each level of educational attainment (Pathways, 2016), in 2015
in womenworking full time in theUnited States typically were paid just 80 percent
of what men were paid, a gap of 20% (Proctor, Semega, and Kollar (2016).
Historical view of stereotypes in negotiation
Early research on the study of gender in negotiation starts and ends with gender
stereotypes. In other words, gender would function like a personality variable,
predicting men and women’s negotiation behavior and performance in gender-
stereotypic ways. Namely, women would be relationship-oriented cooperators,
and men would be analytically minded competitors. If men and women fulfilled
these expectations, Lax and Sebenius (1986) pointed out, male negotiators would
be more effective than female negotiators at “claiming value” (i.e., gaining
a larger share of the value to be divided), and potentially also at “creating
value” (i.e., searching for trades that expand the value to be divided).
However, women might be more reliable advocates for peace in a conflict
situation (Maoz, 2009). These early scholars of gender in negotiation had little
success substantiating these stereotypes as consistent predictors of men and
women’s negotiation performance. Yet, as contemporary scholars have shown,
these gender- stereotypic expectations continue to thrive, sometimes to virulent
effect.
In the mid-1990s, psychological researchers started paying more attention to
the social construction of gender in negotiation. Informed by advances in
psychological research on gender in social behavior, they started investigating
situational factors that might moderate gender effects in negotiation. Walters,
Stuhlmacher, and Meyer (1998) published a path-breaking meta-analysis of
gender and negotiation behavior. Synthesizing 35 years of research, they found
a modest overall tendency for women to be more cooperative negotiators than
men. However, this effect was driven by the results of face-to-face negotiations
and did not appear to extend to anonymous bargaining exercises, such as matrix
games, in which parties are typically physically separated and make
a parsimonious set of behavioral choices with differential expected payoffs
(e.g., “cooperate” or “defect” in the Prisoner’s Dilemma). They proposed that
the potential for stereotype conformity increased with the types of communica-
tion between negotiators (e.g., greater conformity in face-to-face interactions
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than in written or scripted ones). During the same time period Stuhlmacher and
Walters (1999) conducted a meta-analysis of 21 studies of explicit negotiations
over issues, such as sales or compensation (i.e., no matrix games). They found
that men negotiated higher individual payoffs than did women, but also
observed preliminary evidence that stereotypic gender differences might be
greatest in masculine-stereotyped negotiations (e.g., compensation or car
sales) and when negotiation roles align with gender- stereotypic status differ-
ences (e.g., male employer, female candidate). These meta-analyses stoked
researchers’ curiosity about when, why, and how gender effects in negotiation
emerge.
During the first decade of the 21st century, the content and implications of
gender stereotypes in negotiation became an important research area. Kray and
Thompson (2004) published an extensive qualitative review of the literature,
theorizing that stereotypes were the root of gender effects in negotiation.
Informed by their own work on stereotype fulfillment and reactance in negotia-
tion (e.g. Kray, Galinsky, & Thompson, 2002; Kray, Reb, Galinsky, & Thompson,
2004; Kray et al., 2001), they argued for a situational approach to the study of
gender in negotiation. In their review, they illustrated ebbs and flows of gender
effects across negotiation contexts. With the benefit of stronger psychological
theory and empirical evidence than was available to Rubin and Brown in 1975,
who argued almost four decades ago that men and women held different foci at
the bargaining table – men on maximizing their own earnings either competed
or cooperated – and women, on the other hand, who held an interpersonal
orientation focused on relationships (Miles & Clenney, 2010). Kray and
Thompson (2004) swept aside the notion of gender as a personality type and
argued for deeper investigation of how stereotypes influence negotiation
performance.
Second-generation gender bias in negotiation
Oftentimes, gender bias enters the workforce in a more subtle and unconscious
manner. Instances include when women are designated as the note taker during
meetings, are disadvantaged as a result of pregnancy, and feel pressured to
balance assertiveness with warmth (King & Jones, 2016). A term used in the
business management literature, Schachter (2017) notes that second generation
forms of gender bias underscores that lived experience of women in public
agencies include barriers that arise from cultural beliefs about gender and
workplace practices that unintentionally favor men. According to Iberra, Ely
and Kolb (2013a, 2013b) second-generation bias erects powerful but subtle and
often invisible barriers for women that arise from cultural assumptions and
organizational structures, practices, and patterns of interaction that inadver-
tently benefit men while putting women at a disadvantage. Without an under-
standing of second-generation bias, they maintain, people are left with
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stereotypes to explain why women as a group have failed to achieve parity with
men – if they can’t reach the top, it is because they “don’t ask,” are “too nice,” or
simply “opt out.” As a result, issues that arise from second-generation gender
bias shape particular negotiated orders such that they can have differential
consequences for groups of women and men when they negotiate (Acker,
1990; Sturm, 2001). For example, Ely and Meyerson (2000) identify several
different types of second-generation practices that may extend to and shape
negotiations in organizations, including how jobs are formally defined, evalua-
tion and performance reviews, and informal patterns of work. These practices
reflect cultural narratives that define basic assumptions about how things get
done in a particular organization.
Gendered practices also include the shaping of assumptions about who is seen
as a leader and the legitimacy attached to the role, the value assigned to different
skills and contributions, and how the lines between work life and life outside of
work are evaluated. While all of these practices can seem benign to some of the
people within and outside the organization, they may be experienced quite
differently depending on the differential power people have and the positions
people occupy. Bear and Babcock (2012) argue that gender differences in
negotiation performance depend on the nature of the negotiation topic itself.
When women are placed in gender-incongruent situations, such as when
a woman occupies a masculine, agentic role (e.g., a top managerial position)
they tend to behave in a counter-stereotypical way. These types of gender-
incongruent situations they say, may lead to anxiety and role conflict and tend
to elicit more negative evaluation. They recommend that negotiation researchers
and those who teach courses on negotiation should pay attention to the materi-
als they use – and in particular to whether the negotiation issues are masculine,
feminine, or neutral. Proposing that opportunities for biases that infect decisions
should be limited. King and Jones (2016) recommend that structured interviews
(e.g., fixed format with a fixed set of questions to be answered based on the job in
question) are better predictors of potential employee performance than unstruc-
tured interviews because less structure leads to more opportunities for bias to
creep in. This includes, they suggest, the non–job related chit-chat that often
occurs between an interviewer and applicant before an interview begins; subtle
behaviors in this informal part of the interview can affect the likelihood of an
employment offer. At the very least, understanding this type of tacit thinking
begins to neutralize gender differences in the workplace in general, and negotia-
tion specifically. As mentioned earlier in this article, Schachter (2017) argues
that gender remains a systematic barrier to advancement, and calls on MPA
programs to incorporate second-generation bias issues into the curriculum that
focus on the actual experience of men and women in public workplaces.
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Negotiated order theory
Gertrude Stein’s notable phrase “a negotiation is a negotiation is a negotiation”
has been critiqued because of the focus on negotiation processes as if they were
all the same, without consideration of context in shaping these processes
(Strauss, 1978, p. 7). This critique lends itself to Negotiated Order Theory
because it highlights that negotiations are ongoing/present across organizations
and are not one-shot deals. Rather, according to Negotiated Order Theory,
negotiations reflect the societal and organizational structures that have histori-
cally benefited men and overlooked different groups, including women, the
presence of women and men power position, and the extent to which negotia-
tions have included or benefittedmen andwomen differently in the past (Kolb &
McGinn 2009).
Kolb and McGinn (2009) identify three main features of Negotiated Order
Theory that are relevant when considering gender in negotiation. First, the
subject of negotiation is structured around the work that is done. Strauss
(1978) explains that “negotiated order on any given day is the sum total of an
organization’s rules and policies, along with whatever agreements, understand-
ings, pacts, contracts, and other working arrangements currently obtained.”
These include “agreements at every level or organization, of every clique and
coalition, and include covert as well as overt agreements” (pp. 5–6). In other
words, “the subject of negotiation is structured around the work that is done”
(Kolb, 2013). For example, negotiationsmark the activities involved in designing
jobs, doing work, avoiding work, achieving status, and establishing boundaries
of authority and responsibility, among a host of other potential issues. Because
jobs, work, status, and authority are gendered, this view of organizational
negotiations Kolb andMcGinn (2009) argue, contrasts sharply with the transac-
tional, economic perspective that forms the basis for much of the current
negotiation research.
A second relevant aspect of negotiated order theory is that negotiators are
organized actors. What this means is that each ‘situation’ is influenced by the
contexts within which actions occur. What matters to each actor depends on
their position in the organization and personal preferences. Controlling the
situation is critical and in organizations, the status and power of the ‘negotiator’
defines the situation. For example, individuals may define the situation because
of their position, gender or other attributes.
Third, is that organizational structure, practices and policies are products of
previous negotiations. The key here is that although the negotiated order may
be stable within a given context or situation, the ongoing negotiations have the
potential to change the order over time with a succession of small wins.
Sturm (2001) notes that although second-generation gender issues appear
neutral and natural on their face, they result in different experiences for and
treatment of women and men. Distinct from first-generation gender
JOURNAL OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS EDUCATION 9
discrimination which involve intentional acts of bias, second-generation gender
practices seem unbiased in isolation, but reflect masculine values and the life
situations of men who have dominated the public domain of work (Flax, 1990;
Fletcher, 1999). As a result, the negotiated order of most organizations privileges
masculine and discounts feminine practices and assumptions. What this means
is that women will face a different set of negotiations than their male colleagues
(Eagly & Carli, 2007) because they have to negotiate over issues that men can
take as givens – such as opportunities for promotion and training, mentoring,
client assignments, partnership arrangements, resources, and office space,
among others. As highlighted by Kolb and McGinn (2009) when such negotia-
tions occur, they take place in the context of a particular negotiated order that is
within cultural patterns and work practices. These authors underscore the
importance of how these patterns and practices might shape our understanding
of gender and negotiation in the workplace and the implications of this framing
for research and practice. Kolb and Putnam (1992) warned that the issues
themselves are not clearly defined but rather are socially constructed as part of
the negotiation. These negotiable, but socially constructed and gendered issues
include the parameters of jobs, understandings of leaders and leadership, gain-
ing credit for work, building and sustaining personal networks, and beliefs about
the ideal worker.
One of the premises of negotiated order theory is that individual negotiations
accumulate to alter the existing order (Fine, 1984). Kolb and McGinn (2009)
suggest that this is an important second-generation gender negotiation issue – it
is not about bargaining for a certain job and the accompanying compensation
but of first, redefining the norms and expectations around what it takes to be
seen as an appropriate fit and second, to succeed in a given job or at a given level
in an organization. This argument concerns the experience women have accrued
relative to their male counterparts. Too much time in a staff role or scattered
assignments may not build the kind of résumé́ leaders look for when they make
promotion decisions. Negotiating about second-generation gender issues, such
as concern about maternity, child care, and flexible work arrangements can also
challenge deeply held beliefs that may not be directly voiced or addressed but are
part of the shadow negotiation (Kolb & Williams, 2000).
Data and methods
Given the increasingly collaborative organizational landscape, escalating
number of women working in the public sector, and continued gendered
inequalities, the need to prepare public administrators to negotiate in the
everyday workplace is imperative. The purpose of this study was to answer
the question: Do MPA programs prepare future public administrators for the
21st century workplace by providing the skills for dealing with gender in
negotiation?
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This two-phase, cross-sectional, exploratory research design began with an
Internet search of course descriptions and course syllabi of NASPAA’s 180
accredited institutions to determine whether the MPA curricula included
courses in negotiation in general. Web-based searches have been used in prior
public administration literature to retrieve program and course descriptions
(Levine, Christian & Lyons, 2013; Sabharwal, Hijal-Moghrabi, & Royster,
2014). Initial search words included course titles that included traditional
negotiation offerings including compensation, collective bargaining, and pro-
curement negotiation. However, it may be possible that negotiation skills are
taught in courses that do not explicitly include the word ‘negotiation’ in the title
or extend beyond the standard negotiation courses, such as Labor Relations or
Conflict Resolution. Therefore to determine first whether MPA curricula
include negotiation courses and second, whether elements of gender are incor-
porated into those courses, an Internet questionnaire was distributed to MPA
program directors via survey monkey in September 2016. Our sample consisted
of NASPAA accredited MPA program directors. We identified our targeted
group of MPA directors as an appropriate population for a web-based research
method because coverage bias (due to sampling people without access to the
Internet) is not an issue since most university personnel use emails and access
the Internet frequently each day (Solomon, 2001); an official email list was
obtained from NASPAA.
Emails were also sent to MPA Directors at each of the 180 NASPAA accre-
dited schools requesting participation in the study and provided an embedded
link to an online questionnaire. The questionnaire consisted of 13 questions,
including two open-ended questions to provide additional contextual informa-
tion about negotiation courses. Respondents were asked whether the topic of
gender in negation was addressed in the curriculum. Questions around gender
in negotiation were also developed to gather more nuanced information on
course curriculum including specificity of negotiation skills covered, courses,
and aspects of gender negotiation.
To increase response rate, follow up emails were sent to elicit additional
responses approximately 14 days after the initial emails were generated. In
general, web surveys have a lower response rate than mail surveys (Couper &
Triplett, 1999; Solomon, 2001); however, this effort was able to generate an
acceptable response rate. A total of 75 responses were collected for a 50%
response rate.
Results
The overview of the NASPAA accredited website reveals that only 36 courses, or
20%, of the programs offer a course on negotiation. Twenty-one courses con-
tained the term ‘negotiation’, two courses contained the term ‘bargaining’ and
four courses contained the term ‘meditation’, seven courses contained the terms
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‘conflict’ and six courses contained the term ‘dispute resolution’ (Table 1). On
average, 90 students were enrolled in programs offering a stand alone negotia-
tion course ranging from 28 to 300 students with 59% of the students being
female. On the other hand, the number of students enrolled in programs not
offering a stand alone negotiation course averaged 119 students, ranging from 15
to 650 students with 67% of female students. In terms of programs that
“addressed gender in negotiation” we found on average, student enrollment
consisted of 55% women compared to 63% of women in programs that did not
offer this option. Also, 117 students on average, ranging from 28 to 300 were
enrolled in programs that “addressed gender in negotiation” as compared to 82
total students, ranging from 29 to 114, enrolled in programs without any like
courses. Overall, 84% of the respondents offeredMPA degree and the remainder
offered an MPP/both/Master’s in public management/Master’s in public and
nonprofit management. The majority of the respondents were program direc-
tors or department chairs. More than half the enrollment in these programs
comprised of female students (57%) further reinforcing the need for this study.
Over half the programs (55%) indicated that negotiation skills were taught in the
MPA curriculum either in the form of lecture/workshops/simulations/case
studies in human resource classes. Informal negotiation, building collaborative
planning and policy strategies, dealing with complex issues, negotiating and
resolving public disputes were the most common negotiation skills taught by the
programs. Table 2 provides details of various negotiation skills taught in the
master’s programs.
Respondents were also asked if they offered a specific course on negotiation.
More than half the programs, which taught negotiation skills, offered a stand-alone
course on negotiation (56%). The titles of the courses ranged from Introduction to
Table 2. Which of the following negotiation skills are taught in your program? (N = 27).
Response Percentage (%) N
Informal negotiation (e.g. issues that arise in routine work) 81.5 22
Building collaborative planning and policy strategies 77.8 21
Dealing with complex problems 77.8 21
Negotiating public disputes 66.7 18
Resolving public disputes that result in fair and sustainable outcomes 55.6 15
Contract negotiation 48.1 13
Eliminating conflict 44.4 12
Pay negotiation 37.0 10
Minimizing the sense of competition 11.1 3
Other 3.7 1





NASPAA Accredited MPA/MPP Program Yes No 5
180 36 144 21
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Collaborative Policy Making, Advanced Practice in Collaborative Policy,
Negotiation and Conflict Management, Collective Bargaining/Negotiations,
Public Sector Labor Relations, Dispute Resolution/Negotiation, Negotiation
Theory and Practice, Alternative Dispute Resolution to Accountability,
Performance Measurement, and Contracting in the Public Sector. Most of the
courses examined the theory and practice of collaborative policy-making, dispute
resolution, labor relations, negotiation, conflict resolution, and mediation. The
classes are usually geared toward mid-career professionals who desire to increase
their skills in using collaborativemethods. Someof the courses required students to
participate in and evaluate negotiation simulations. Only one-third of those who
offered a stand-alone course on negotiation made it a required course in theMPA
curriculum.
We also queried the aspects of gender and negotiation addressed in the MPA
curriculum. Table 3 expands on topics addressed in negotiation courses that
focus on gender. The most common aspects were related to career planning,
gender roles and stereotypes. None addressed either first or second-generation
bias.
Respondents were then asked to link NASPAA competencies that addressed
gender and negotiation in the curriculum. Almost all of the respondents agreed
that courses that integrate elements of gender and negotiation fulfill key com-
petencies that relate to leading and managing in public governance and inter-
acting with a diverse workforce and citizenry (see Table 4 for more details).
Table 3. Aspects of gender and negotiation addressed in the curriculum (N = 9).
Response Percentage (%) N
Negotiation and career implications 66.7 6
Gender roles and negotiation 66.7 6
Gender stereotypes and negotiation 55.6 5
Negotiators use of gender stereotypes as strategic information 44.4 4
Negotiating to challenge the status quo 44.4 4
Women negotiate over issues taken for granted by men (e.g. opportunities for
mentoring, training, office space)
33.3 3
Gendered organizations and differential consequences on negotiation 33.3 3
Other (please specify) 11.1 1
Second-generation gender bias (covert) 0.0 0
First-generation bias (intentional) 0.0 0
Table 4. Which of the following NASPAA competencies do you believe teaching gender and
negotiation cultivate? (N = 26).
Response Percentage N
Leading and managing in public governance 100.0% 26
Communicating and interacting productively with a diverse and changing workforce and
citizenry
96.2% 25
Participating in and contributing to the policy process 65.4% 17
Analyzing, synthesizing, thinking critically, solving problems, and making decisions 61.5% 16
Articulating and applying a public service perspective 57.7% 15
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Discussion and conclusion
Consistent with Burnier (2005) and Schachter (2017), who recognize the impor-
tance of MPA education in addressing imbalances through increased attention
to the role of women in administration, this article argues that MPA programs
need to be accountable to future public administrators, especially women by
offering courses beyond labor relations and standard contract mediation that
expose students to how gender plays out in negotiations that occur within
organizations. First introduced by Strauss in 1978, the Theory of Negotiated
Order is used as a framework to illustrate how everyday negotiated interactions
between different groups of professionals create and recreate organizational
structures, privileging some over others. Negotiated order also highlights the
relevance of second-generation bias in negotiation in the workplace. As Kolb
and McGinn (2009) explain second-generation gender issues result in “the
negotiated order of most organizations privilege[ing] masculine and discounts
feminine practices and assumptions” (p. 2).
An important finding in this study is that unlike courses that focus on gender
roles and negotiation (66.7%), and gender stereotypes and negotiation (55.6%),
courses that do focus on second-generation bias issues are not explicitly covering
them as part of negotiation courses in the curriculum.. Although second-
generation bias is more subtle and lacks the discriminatory intent inherent in
first-generation bias, it is indeed bias nonetheless “derive[d] largely from gender
stereotypes and conventional expectations of men and women, about what
society perceives that people want, how they behave and who they are”
(Rifkin, 2005). This finding also supports Schachter’s (2017) work that illustrates
introductory textbooks in public administration and most leadership courses do
not include material on second-generation bias issues. This finding is not
surprising given that most second-generation bias literature comes from busi-
ness management and not from public sector research (Sabharwal et al., 2014;
Schachter, 2017).
While some suggest that the “ask gap” (e.g. Bowles, 2013; Bowles, Babcock, &
Lai, 2007) may have more to do with the treatment of women when they
negotiate than it has to do with their confidence or skills at negotiation, it may
also be that any gender specific negotiation skills taught in the classroom
depends upon a professor’s own knowledge and commitment to mainstreaming
gender rather than a program’s curriculum, objectives, and mission. Whether
such topics are included in course syllabi are oftentimes the individual faculty
member’s decision. As a follow up to this preliminary study, empirical analyses
questioning whether a professor’s gender and rank impacts negotiation is an
area ripe for future study. Our descriptive findings also indicate that programs
that teach ‘gender in negotiation’ are smaller in terms of enrollment, and
number of women students as compared to programs that do not address
gender in negotiation. Future research should also examine the underlying
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reasons for differences in program size and type (public or private institution),
faculty interest/expertise on the topic and other available resources.
Another important takeaway is while almost all respondents in this study agree
that teaching gender and negotiations align with two key NASPAA competencies,
“Leading and managing in public governance” and “Communicating and inter-
acting productively with a diverse and changing workforce and citizenry”which is
important to the MPA accreditation process, there is no ‘visible’ push to incorpo-
rate it in the curriculum. This is despite the fact that the majority of the student
body is female. In addition, only five of the programs have made negotiation
a required course in their curriculum. Thismay be explained by Schachter’s (2017)
suggestion that public administration faculty may not be seeing “cutting edge”
articles and, therefore, do not include them in their classes. Also, public admin-
istration literature lacks a gender in negotiation focus. As well, there seems to be
very little importance placed on teaching future public administrators the value of
negotiation beyond labor, mediation, and contracts. This may be why very few
programs offer courses on negotiation to begin with and of those that do, only
one-third offers courses that include gender and negotiation.
The purpose of this exploratory study was to identify whether MPA programs
offered courses in negotiation beyond the traditional ‘collective bargaining’ and
‘procurement’ models. However, the study was limited in that only five pro-
grams provided these syllabi online. Sabharwal et al. (2014) point out that
retrieval of course syllabi is problematic given they are not standardized, may
not include classroom discussions, and may not list all the readings that are
assigned on Blackboard, eLearning or some other internal website (p. 228).
However, despite this limitation this study is a first step in understanding
whether MPA programs prepare future public administrators for the 21st
century workplace
While exploratory, we have positioned the groundwork for future study. First,
wemust advance the gender in negotiation discourse through academic scholar-
ship and build a presence at national conferences, forums and lectures. Future
studies that empirically correlate and/or regress negotiation outcomes (e.g.
salary and promotions) on type of degree earned, skillset, rank relative to men,
and perceived degree of bias in the organization are recommended. Cultural
background would be a valuable factor in understanding gender differences and
negotiation outcomes.
As we have learned from this study, the MPA classroom is not addressing
issues of gender in negotiation. Given first that gender disparities exist,
and second that the majority of the MPA student body is female, we must
continue to critically consider if we are preparing our students (especially
women students) to face the challenges of the future workplace. Public managers
must negotiate for scarce organizational resources including salary, promotion,
and other workplace capital to achieve important goals. Recognizing that gender
in negotiation is hidden under the shadow of second-generation bias is the first
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step to the success of future public administrators. Equally important, we must
begin to educate our future public managers (especially women future man-
agers) with a distinctive negotiation skill set as they navigate the 21st century
workplace. Although the study concentrated on gender impact, our findings
may also be relevant to other groups such as ethnic minorities and disabled
people. Further research should also examine whether negotiation is addressed
in other professional degree programs. By incorporating issues and understand-
ing of second-generation bias in public administration education we begin to
move the gender discussion beyond the notion of typical stereotypes to better
explain the lack of women in leadership roles and persistent inequities in the
workforce.
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